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DETAILED ACTION 

Introduction 

1 . The current office action is in response to applicant's arguments filed 
10/7/09. Claims 1-27 and 39-53 are currently pending and have been 
examined. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 10/7/09 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues, regarding the limitations of independent claims 1, 
14, 27 and 39 (and all dependent claims inheriting the below argument 
subject matter, claims 2-13, 15-26, and 40-53) the three cited references, 
Volcani et al. (US 2003/0212655) in view of Carlgren et al. (US 4,456,973) 
and further in view of Livowsky (US 6,594,657), either alone or in 
combination, neither teach nor suggest the limitation of using a "user 
specific profile which is based on writing provided by the user" when 
suggesting alternative phrasing." 

However, the Examiner cannot concur. As previously cited, Livowsky 
explicitly teaches, C.2 lines 35-47-his user query, "In one embodiment, the 
method comprises the steps of accessing a server computer by the user 
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computer, entering a query in a natural language form, processing the 
query by the natural language interface coupled to the server 
computer, searching the database coupled to the server computer 
using the processed query, retrieving results from the database, and 
providing the results to the user. The method further comprises the 
steps of generating synonyms of the query by the natural language 
interface, and searching the database using the synonyms. The method 
further comprises the steps of generating phonetic approximations of the 
query by the natural language interface, and searching the database using 
the phonetic approximations." 

The Examiner notes this query is in the form of natural language. 
Despite applicant's further arguments, the applicant claims "A method for 
language enhancement, comprising:" Therefore, there is proper relevance 
and the art is analogous, wherein there is no provision to preclude 
Livowsky from being interpreted to directly read on applicants claims as 
currently presented. Furthermore Livowsky teaches, as previously cited, 
C.5 lines 26-44, "Furthermore, the natural language interface 416 is 
capable of processing misspelled queries or queries having syntax errors. 
Thus a user who made a spelling or a syntax error in the query may still be 
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able to obtain assistance from the system 400. As described in more detail 
in the concurrently filed and commonly assigned application titled, "Natural 
Language Interface for Searching Database", U.S. application Ser. No. 
09/327,605, which is incorporated herein by reference in its entirety for all 
purposes, the system registers each user automatically as the user 
accesses the system. The system creates a preference file as the user is 
registered. The preference file may be implemented in the system server or 
the client server. The preference file stores information about to the 
user, including, but not limited to, information about the user's own 
natural language vocabulary, writing style , common spelling errors, 
use of synonyms, etc. The preference file is updated as new information 
is automatically learned from the user." 

Therefore, Livowsky explicitly makes clear that his natural language 
text is interfaced with his user style, and furthermore the text entered by the 
user is enhanced, and furthermore upon closer inspection of Livowsky, the 
grammatical constructs of the users natural language is analyzed, and the 
enhancement is based directly on the user's profile. Thus applicant's 
arguments towards the combination of references and the combined 
teachings constitution of the elements of the claims are deemed 
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unpersuasive and the previous rejection is maintained, wherein the 
combination of the three above cited references makes obvious and 
teaches each and every element of applicant's claims as argued. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 1-27, 39-41 and 43-47 are rejected 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Volcani et al.(Volcani, US 2003/0212655) in view of 
Carlgren et al. (Carlgren, US 4,456,973) and further in view of Livowsky 
(US 6,594,657). 

Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky are analogous art in that they each 
incorporate the enhancement of text entered by a user. 

As per claims 1, 14, and 27, Volcani teaches a method for language 
enhancement, comprising: receiving over a data network data representing 
text from a user (p. 5 para. 0059-his text entry, Fig. 2-as his data network); 
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computationally identifying grammatical constructs within the text 
(p.8.para.0090-inherent to determining noun, verb, replacements or 
grouping); and 

computationally enhancing the text by determining at least one 
alternate text portion based on a profile for at least one original portion of 
the text (Fig. 6-advantages, benefits, qualities, paragraph [0078, 0082]-as 
his dynamic profile resulting in alternate text, author selected types as a 
profile), the alternate text portion being consistent with the grammatical 
constructs of the original portion and having substantially the same 
meaning as the original portion but conveying a different impression 
(p.8.para.0090-noun/verb, etc. correspondence, Fig. 11 -item 140-his 
alternate text portions, as grammatically consistent , Fig. 6-his ranking 
spectrum as the different impression). 

Volcani lacks explicitly teaching the profile as a user specific profile, 
and wherein the user specific profile is based on writing provided by the 
user. However, Carlgren teaches the profile as a user specific profile, and 
wherein the user specific profile is based on a user (C.1 lines 30-45-his 
"grade level" as a user specific profile, i.e. a 6th grade specific profile 
indicating specific vocabulary, C.3 lines 57-63-his testing of the students). 
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Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify Volcani's word frequency and word 
determination based on a frequency (see [0053]) with user specific profile 
based on the user, providing the benefit of generating a particular style of 
writing with a similar user specific style (Carlgren, abstract-his grade level 
substitution) wherein other's attempting to understand and read his 
document at the particular grade level would have a better understanding, 
and having the option to improve the writing based on the a user profile. 

Volcani and Carlgren lack wherein the user specific profile is based 
on the writing by the user. However, Livowsky teaches user specific profile 
based on writing by the user (C.2 lines 35-47-his user query, in natural 
language, C.5 lines 26-44-his user created file, as his user profile, indicated 
specific user unique writing style). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the combination of Carlgren with 
Volcani's word frequency and word determination based on a frequency 
(see Volcani, paragraph [0053]) with Livowsky's user specific profile based 
on writing provided by the user, providing the benefit of generating a 
particular style of writing with a similar user specific style (Livowsky, C.5 
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lines 40-44-his automatically learned style from the user, to generate 
synonyms). 

As per claims 2 and 15, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make 
obvious the method of claim 1, Volcani further teaches wherein the 
alternate text portion, when substituted for the original portion generates 
grammatically correct text (p. 8. para. 0096, Fig. 11 -"Which is why the hate 
crimes Bill earns careful thought like all laws do... "-as grammatically 
correct). 

As per claims 3 and 16, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make 
obvious the method of claim 1, Volcani further teaches wherein the 
alternate text portion includes at least one adjective for a noun from the 
original portion (Fig. 9, spotless, for "clean as a whistle"). 

As per claims 4 and 17, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make 
obvious the method of claim 1. Volcani further teaches wherein the 
alternate text portion includes at least one synonym for an idiom from the 
original portion (Fig. 9, spotless, for "clean as a whistle"). 

As per claims 5 and 18, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make 
obvious the method of claim 1. Volcani further teaches wherein the 
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alternate text portion includes at least one idiom for the original portion (Fig. 
5 "clean as a whistle" for "spotless", p.9.para 0100). 

As per claims 6 and 19, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make 
obvious the method of claim 1, Volcani further teaches wherein the 
alternate text portion includes at least one adverb for a verb from the 
original portion (Fig. 8, "Frequently" for "Once in a blue moon"). 

As per claims 7 and 20, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make 
obvious the method of claim 1 . Volcani further teaches wherein the original 
portion of text is a single word (Fig. 1, consideration/thought, 
p.10.para.0116). 

As per claims 8 and 21, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make 
obvious the method of claim 1 . Volcani further teaches wherein the original 
portion of text is a clause (Fig. 8, "clean as a whistle", Fig. 9). 

As per claims 9 and 22, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make 
obvious the method of claim 1 . Volcani further teaches wherein the original 
portion of text is an idiom (ibid). 

As per claims 10 and 23, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make 
obvious the method of claim 1 . Volcani further teaches wherein the 
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alternate text portion is compliant with a selected predefined profile (Fig. 9 
item 137, his reading level as the predefined profile). 

As per claims 11-13, and 24-26, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky 
make obvious claim 10, but the combination lack explicitly teaching the 
selected predefined profile is legal, scientific, and medical. However, the 
Examiner takes Official Notice that different profiles of documents were well 
known in the art at the time of the invention. Therefore it would have been 
obvious, at the time of the invention, to one ordinarily skilled in the art to 
modify the combination of Kurzweil with Volcani's style with a dynamic 
profile catering to the users document, providing the benefit of catering to 
the users style of word usage. 

As per claim 39, Volcani teaches a web service comprising 
(p. 5. para. 0067): receiving over a data network data representing a request 
including one or more sentences of natural language text (Fig. 2-as his 
network); 

algorithmically deriving at least one suggestion for enhancing the one 
or more sentences based on a profile (see claim 1 dynamic profile 
discussion), the at least one suggestion conveying a different impression 
but retaining substantially the same meaning (see claim 1); and 
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returning a response including the at least one suggestion (Fig. 2, 
see claim 1, Fig. 6-item 140-as his response), wherein returning a 
response includes transmitting data over a network, which data may be 
rendered by a client application to show text indicative of the response 
(ibid, Fig. 2 item 200-his data network). 

Volcani lacks explicitly teaching the profile as a user specific profile, 
and wherein the user specific profile is based on writing provided by the 
user. However, Carlgren teaches the profile as a user specific profile, and 
wherein the user specific profile is based on a user (C.1 lines 30-45-his 
"grade level" as a user specific profile, i.e. a 6th grade specific profile 
indicating specific vocabulary, C.3 lines 57-63-his testing of the students). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify Volcani's word frequency and word 
determination based on a frequency (see [0053]) with user specific profile 
based on the user, providing the benefit of generating a particular style of 
writing with a similar user specific style (Carlgren, abstract-his grade level 
substitution) wherein other's attempting to understand and read his 
document at the particular grade level would have a better understanding, 
and having the option to improve the writing based on the a user profile. 
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Volcani and Carlgren lack wherein the user specific profile is based 
on the writing by the user. 

However, Livowsky teaches user specific profile based on writing by 
the user (C.2 lines 35-47-his user query, in natural language, C.5 lines 26- 
44-his user created file, as his user profile, indicated specific user unique 
writing style). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the combination of Carlgren with 
Volcani's word frequency and word determination based on a frequency 
(see Volcani, paragraph [0053]) with Livowsky's user specific profile based 
on writing provided by the user, providing the benefit of generating a 
particular style of writing with a similar user specific style (Livowsky, C.5 
lines 40-44-his automatically learned style from the user, to generate 
synonyms). 

As per claim 40, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make obvious the 
web service of claim 39. Volcani further teaches wherein the at least one 
suggestion is encoded using a first parameter to designate a word position 
within a sentence, a second parameter to designated an action, a third 
parameter to designate a priority, and a fourth parameter to designate at 
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least one word (Fig. 6, encoding inherent to replacing the correct word in 
the correct location, the action "replace", "merit" as his designated word, 
ranking level as priority, p. 2. para. 001 3). 

As per claim 41, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make obvious the 
web service of claim 40, and Volcani further teaches possible action of 
replace, but lacks wherein possible actions include, delete, insert, before 
and insert after. However the Examiner notes (now as admitted prior art, 
see previous rejection) that deletion, insert after, insert before were well 
known in the art at the time of the invention (word processing, document 
editing). Therefore it would have been obvious, at the time of the invention, 
to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the combination of Kurzweil with 
Volcani's replace feature to include delete, insert after, insert before, 
providing the benefit of allowing the user to place/delete a word in a user 
desired location. 

As per claim 43, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make obvious the 
web service of claim 40. Volcani further teaches wherein the fourth 
parameter is a reference to at least one word residing within a dictionary of 
words (see claim 1, Fig. 2 item 234). 
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As per claim 44, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make obvious the 
web service of claim 43. Volcani further teaches wherein the dictionary of 
words resides in a dictionary serve computer (ibid). 

As per claim 45,Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make obvious the 
web service of claim 39. Volcani further teaches wherein the at least one 
suggestion is ranked according to a usage frequency (p. 2. para 0013). 

As per claim 46, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make obvious the 
web service of claim 39. Volcani further teaches wherein possible 
suggestions include replacement of a key word within a sentence with an 
idiom (Fig. 8, "spotless" and "clean as a whistle", see claim 5). 

As per claim 47, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make obvious the 
web service of claim 46. Volcani further teaches wherein the idiom has a 
similar meaning as the key word (ibid, synonyms). 
5. Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Volcani in view of Carlgren and further in view of Livowsky, as applied 
to claim 40 above, and further in view of Pickover et al.(US 2003/0130898). 

Volcani and Pickover are analogous art in that they involve web 
services. 
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As per claim 42, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make obvious the 
web service of claim 40, the combination lacks teaching wherein possible 
priorities include must, recommended and optional. However, Pickover 
teaches having possible priorities including must, recommended and 
optional (p. 5. para. 65). Therefore it would have been obvious, at the time of 
the invention, to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the combination of 
Carlgren, Livowsky with Volcani's action with the priority of an web service 
action, providing the benefit of a desirability attribute associated with an 
action. 

6. Claim 48-52 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Volcani in view of Carlgren and further in view of 
Livowsky, as applied to claim 46 above, and further in view of Kinder (US 
2003/0212541). 

As per claims 48-52, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky lack explicitly 
teaching, modification of text associated with the keyword includes deletion 
of an adverb preceding the key word, deletion of an adjective preceding the 
key word, deletion of a preposition preceding the key word, deletion of a 
verb preceding the key word. However, Kinder teaches these lacking 
limitations (Fig. 14-Fig 17, Fig. 23). Therefore it would have been obvious, 
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at the time of the invention, to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the 
combination of Carlgren and Livowsky with Volcani's enhancement of text 
with modification of text associated with the key word, providing the benefit 
of enhancing readability. 

7. Claim 53 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Volcani in view of Carlgren and further in view of Livowsky, as applied 
to claim 46 above, and further in view of Anderson (US 5,678,053). 

As per claim 53, Volcani, Carlgren and Livowsky make obvious the 
web service of claim 46, but the combination lacks wherein possible 
suggestions include insertion of a connecting verb before the idiom. 
However, Anderson teaches wherein possible suggestions include 
insertion... (Fig. 5). Therefore it would have been obvious, at the time of 
the invention, to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify Carlgren and 
Livowsky with Volcani's enhanced sentence with suggesting adding of a 
connecting verb, providing the benefit of a grammatically correct output. 
Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to 
expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a 
first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final 
action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the 
mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to LAMONT M. SPOONER whose 
telephone number is (571 )272-7613. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, David Hudspeth can be reached on 571/272-78433. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 

/David R Hudspeth/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2626 

/Ims/ 
12/07/09 



